03/18/2011 FRI 9:29

FAX 16303934157 BP aBSC

- Ragseo

[001/003

Facsimile Cover Sheet

To:

Public Service

Commission of South

Carolina

| Company:

Phone:

_Fax:

From:

803-896-5199

David J Baker

Company:

Phone:

Fax:

'630-300-5323

Date:

3-18-2011

—

Péges including this

3

cover page:

Massagae:




03/18/2011 FRI 9:2% FAX 16303934157 BP aBSC

Public Scrvice Commission ot South Carolina
101 Exccutive Center Drive  Suitc 100
Columbia, SC 29210

Fax: 803-896-5199

David and Cheryl Baker v. Duke Encrgy Carolinas, 1.1.C
Docket No. 2011-77-E

We have heen in reccipt of and am vesponding to correspondence on behall of the above
dockel numbcr,

Thc complainants' position has not changed within the complaint dated 22 FFebruary 2011
of suddenly skyrockcting electrical bills incrcasing in cxcess of $100 per month,
beginning with Dccember, 2010. This has been the issue and conlinues to be.

Again, this account has been active for approximatcly a decade without any interruplion
in service, delay in payment or any untoward feedback. Until now, it has always becen
paid via monthly drafts. The dralts havc been in the name ol David Baket/Cheryl Baker
and/or Cheryl Buker without any question of'1dentification/name(s) on the account.

To uddrcss the jssue of the customer on record of the account: approximatcly Spring ‘01,
th¢ house was vacant, with my sister having moved aller purchasing her own home. T was
living in Illinois. I contacted the utility services in Chester, SC to bave the lights,

phone and watcr restored in my, the homcowners' identification/name lor 115 Caldwell |
Strect. The phone company, Chester Telephone allowed everything to be done via
phone/fax and restored scrvice in my identificalion/namc and it remains so. Duke

Power/Energy would not allow this to be donc by long distance phone, saying it had to be

done in person. My son, David J. Baker, was living/working m Charlotte, NC during this
samc period, baving been rclocated there by his employcr, PriccWatchouseCoopers.

I asked my son, David J. Baker, if he-would/could present necessary credentials to Duke
Power in ordcr to have service reslored at 115 Caldwell Street, Chester. David J. Baker,
having lived at 115 Caldwell Strect, from age 8-13 years ol age, agreed to do this on
behalf of his mother, Mrs.Cheryl A. Baker. Whencver David J. Baker retums to the
Carolinas to visit, he resides at 115 Caldwell Strect. '

Duke Powcet/Cnergy did nol question the account identification/hamc the funds were to
be debited from monthly but rcceived funds in a imely manncr without fail.

Yes, the homce was purchased new in 1984 and has been /mainlained. It has always been
[ully clectric as it is now. )

Payment of the clectrical bills has always been expeditious and prompt via the monthly
debits. Qucstioning of said bill has not been an issue until now.,

'The electric bill began increasing by leaps and bounds from November '10 to January '11.
The heatng scason has always weighed heavier than than the cooling season, but not in
this cxcessive amount. T am always cognizant of energy usage (hat is billed and being in
the house alone the majority of the time, nothing runs without purposc. As was stated

in the official complaint filcd, the fiwnace thermostat is allowed to stay between 68-70
degrees Fahrenheit, only. No -exceptions. The housc stays cool in the winter hecausc of
this. -
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During the phone tclcconference of 8 March 2011, between myself, the Statc
Commission and Duke Energy represenlative, Barbara Yarbrough, I was somewhat
offended by a fow of her statements, Her statement of having some "good news" for me
in that my current Duke Powcr/Encrgy bill had gone down significantly was not good
news if the corresponding sacrifice was/is at the cxpensc of having central heat in the
home.

Barbara Yarbrough's suggestions of thermostat calibration, newer/upgraded furnace and
duct work inspection werc duly noted but does not address the issue of the exorbitant bill
of January '11. The December bill was paid with some reluctance but the more than §$125
jump in January necessitated an inquiry and explanation.

The explanations in kilowatt howrs and their usage along with rate variances and scasonal
* estimations were duly noted but does addrdss the issue of the cxorbitant bill.

The. different rate plans with their accompanying qualifying criteria were duly noted but -
do not address (he issue of the exorbitant bill.

After being asked by [he State Commission coungcl, Ms. Shannon, if T intended to pursue
the complaint as filed and my response was a "Yes®, Barbara Yarbrough lct it be known
that T was not the account holder, but only one "authorized” to be spoken with conceming
the account. 1 have always known in what identilication/name the account is in. And, up
until now, there had been no need to call Duke Power/ Energy regarding billing, ctc. |
have spoken with customer service on prcvious occasions when strect lighting needed to
be replaccd, cte., and there was ncver a question of whose identification/name the
account was in. : |

Barbara Yarbrough also made relercnce to my marital status in indicating that "you're not
marricd" spcaking of David J. Baker and myself. David J. Baker, again, is my 35 ycar
old son. But, this unneccssary inference causcs mc to ask: are there married, unmarried
and or living together special rates? Arc there certain rates for certain ncighborhoods?’

Regarding the FPP plan that the account had been utilizing, Barbara Yarbrough stated
that the accounl had actually used more ¢lectricity than was billed. I stand by my
contention that Duke Power/Encrgy was not giving away lrce clectricity. It is also my
conlention that NDuke Power/Encrgy, as the authorized clectrical service provider in this
cconomically depressed area, cannot and must not commit what amounts to fiscal rape
via depleting mcager human and financial resources with such burdcnsome energy bills.

It Is Affirmed.

~/ AR C Rukee
':%ﬁd Cheryl Baker ~ igL A %/}

cc: PDuke Encrgy
L'ax: 704-594-0058



